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WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 
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1)S Responsive to communication(s) filecJ on 25 August 2003 , 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)^ This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application Is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits Is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Office Action is in response to Applicant's Patent Application, Serial No. 
10/648,675, with a File date of August 25, 2003. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C, 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Samman et al. 
(Pub. No. US 2003/0156229) taken with Kapphan et al. (USP 5,050,994). 

Relative to claim 1, Samman et al. teaches a method and apparatus for automatically adjusting 
the raster in projection TV receivers (pgs. 1/2, paras. 0010-0018); Samman et al. further teaches 
a method for setting opto-sensor detection sensitivity in a projection video display (para. 0028) 
comprising the step of sequentially generating video signals for different colors for illuminating 
a sensor within video images of said video signals (pg. 3, para 0028); Samman et al. further 
teaches coupling said detected sensor signals for automated adjustment of said projection video 
display (pg. 3, para. 0030). 

Samman et al. does not teach automatically selecting respective detection thresholds responsive 
to said video signals; or sequentially detecting sensor signals in excess of said respective 
detection thresholds. 
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Kipphan et al. teaches a method for comparing the signals generated by scanning images viewed 
on a viewing screen (col. 1, lines 6-68 and col. 2, lines 1-68): Kipphan et al. further teaches 
automatically selecting respective detection thresholds responsive to said video signals; and 
sequentially detecting sensor signals in excess of said respective detection thresholds (pg. 7, lines 
16-25). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to provide to the device as taught by Samman et al. the feature as taught by Kipphan et al. in 
order to put in place the means for automatically associating the proper threshold level to 
video signals; and detecting sensor signals that exceed the said threshold values. 
4. Claim 2 is rejected imder 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Samman et al. 
taken with Kipphan et al. as applied to claim 1 in item 3 hereinabove, and further in view of 
(Fujitsu General LTD, Document No. IP3353555). 

Regarding claims 2, Samman et al. taken with Kipphan et al. does not teach the method wherein 
selecting step conq)rises activating for each said video signal a specific threshold value for 
detecting sensor signals. 

Docimient No. IP3353555 teaches an image display panel (Title): Document No. JP3353555 
further teaches a method wherein selecting step comprises activating for each said video signal a 
specific threshold value for detecting sensor signals (Abstract). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to provide to the device as taught by Samman et al. taken with Kipphan et al. the feature as 
taught by Fujitsu General LTD No. Document JP3343555 in order to estabhsh the threshold 
value associated with each video signal on for detection by the detecting sensors. 
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5. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Samman et al. 
taken with Kipphan et al. as applied to claim 1 in item 3 hereinabove, and further in view of 
Wilkins (USP 6,560,366). 

Regarding claims 3, Samman et al. taken with Kipphan et al. does not teach the method 
wherein said selecting step comprises processing each said video signal to select a color specific 
detection threshold value. 

Wilkins teaches a method for analyzing the content of a video signal (col. 1, lines 6-50); 
Wilkins further teaches the method wherein said selecting step comprises processing each said 
video signal to select a color specific detection threshold value (col. 5, lines 64-67 and col. 6, 
lines 1-4). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to provide to the device as taught by Samman et al. taken with Kipphan et al. the feature as 
taught by Kilkins in order to put in place the means to associate the specific detection threshold 
value for each video signal. 

6. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Samman et al. 
taken with Kipphan et al. as applied to claim 1 in item 3 hereinabove, and further in view of 
Blake et al. (USP 6,285,182) taken with Stalberg (USP 4,44,774). 

RegardiQg claim 11, Samman et al. taken with Kipphan et al. does not teach said projection 
display wherein a detector coupled to a sensor and generating an output signal responsive to said 
sensor signal having a certain signal value; and a threshold generator responsive to said video 
signal for setting a detection threshold for said detector. 
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Blake et al. teaches an electro-optic voltage sensor (col. 1, lines 24-53); Blake et al. further 
teaches a detector coupled to a sensor and generating an output signal responsive to said sensor 
signal having a certain signal value (col, 10, Unes 54-56). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to provide to the device as taught by Samman et al. taken with Kipphan et al. the feature as 
taught by Blake et al. in order to put in place the means to generate an detector output signal 
corresponding to specific sensor signal value. 

Samman et al. taken with Kipphan et al. in view of Blake et al. does not teach a threshold 
generator responsive to said video signal for setting a detection threshold for said detector. 
Stalberg teaches a video signal detector (col. 1, lines 46-52); Stalberg further teaches 
a threshold generator responsive to said video signal for setting a detection threshold for said 
detector (col. 2, lines 64-68 and col. 3, lines 1-5). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
provide to the device as taught by Samman et al. taken with Kipphan et al. in view of Blake the 
feature as taught by Stalberg in order to establish the proper threshold value on which the system 
detector would detect. 

7. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Samman et al. 
taken with Kipphan et al. in view of Blake taken with Stalberg as applied to claim 1 1 in item 6 
hereinabove, and further in view of Sprotbery (USP 5,465,174). 

Relative to claim 12, Samman et al. taken with Kipphan et al. in view of Blake taken with 
Stalberg does not teach the projection display device wherein said video signal coupled for 
automated alignment represents a specified colored image. 
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Sprotbery teaches a single light valve foil-color projector display (col. 2, lines 36-67); Sprotbery 
forther teaches the projection display device wherein said video signal coupled for automated 
alignment represents a specific colored image (col. 2, lines 36-67). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to provide to the device as taught by Samman et al. taken with Kipphan et al. in view of Blake 
taken with Stalberg the feature as taught by Sprotbery in order to put in place the means to 
assure the video signal coupled for automated alignment represents a specific colored image. 



Allowable Subject Matter 

8. Claims 4-5 and 13-14 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the Hmitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. 

Relative to claim 4, the major difference between the teachings of the prior art of record 
(Samman et al. (Pub. No. US 2003/0156229) taken with Kipphan et al. (USP 5,050,994) and that 
of the instant invention is that said prior art does not teach setting opto-sensor detection 
sensitivity wherein the activating step con5)rises selecting a detection threshold for a third color 
during an absence of said two color video signals. 

Relative to claim 5, the major difference between the teachings of the said prior art of record and 
that of the instant invention is that said prior art does not teach setting opto-sensor detection 
sensitivity wherein said selecting step con5)rises sustaining a selected threshold value for a time 
interval following cessation of a generating step. 
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Regarding step 13, the major difference between the teachings of the said prior art of record and 
that of the instant invention is that said prior art does not teach a projection display device 
wherein a threshold signal value enables detection of a photo sensor signal when illuminated by 
a colored image formed by a video signal. 

Relative to claim 14, the major difference between the teachmgs of the said prior art of record 
and that of the instant invention is that said prior art does not teach a projection display device 
wherein a video signal forming an image for illuminating a photo-sensor represents a marker 
block positioned within a raster to illuminate a sensor when projected. 

9. Claims 6-10 are allowed. 

The following is an examiner's statement of reasons for allowance: 
Regarding claim 6, the major difference between the teachings of the said prior art of record and 
that of the instant invention is that said prior art does not teach a video anq)lifier for a display 
device comprising first and second transistors configured as a cascode amplifier coupled to said 
display device and responsive to a video signal; a time constant network coupled to said first 
and second transistors for developing a control voltage responsive to said video signal; and a 
third transistor responsive to a presence and absence of said video signal. 

Conclusion 

10. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to apphcant's 
disclosure. 
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U. S. Patent No. 5,892,357 Woods et al. 
U. S. Patent No. 5,040,877 Bline et al. 

To Respond 

1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Vincent E. Kovalick whose telephone number is 571-272-7669. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday 7:30- 4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bipin Shalwala can be reached on 571-272-7681. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published appHcations 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
appUcations is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Vincent E. Kovalick 
March 18, 2006 
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